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Figure 6-1 Reduced Acreage Alternative

6-6



Alternatives

surroundings, and regarding the generation of glare that could adversely affect daytime views in the
area.

b. Agricultural Resources

Under the Reduced Acreage Alternative, approximately 320 acres in the southeastern portion of the
Project site would not be developed. These 320 acres are designated as Farmland of Statewide
Importance. Therefore, impacts to Farmland under this alternative would be reduced in comparison
to the impacts of the Project. However, the Reduced Acreage Alternative Project site still includes
1,043 acres of land designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance. Similar to the proposed
Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact to
agricultural resources.

c. Air Quality

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in 8 percent less surface
disturbance. A reduction in solar development would consequentially result in a reduction in
construction, operations, and decommissioning emissions. However, the Reduced Acreage
Alternative would be expected to exceed SIVAPCD thresholds for NOx, PM1o, and PM; s emissions
generated during construction, PMjo emissions generated during operation, and PM1 emissions
during decommissioning, and would therefore conflict with SIVAPCD’s air quality management
plans. Like the proposed Project, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would be required to reduce air quality
impacts to a less than significant level.

Similar to the proposed Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations associated with construction dust, carbon
monoxide hotspots, or toxic air contaminants. Impacts would be less than significant.

d. Biological Resources

Under the Reduced Acreage Alternative, the area of disturbance would be reduced by 320 acres. No
solar panels or associated infrastructure would be constructed in that area and perimeter chain link
fencing would not enclose that section. Land within this portion of the site would continue to be
used as agricultural land. Existing (limited) foraging, denning, and other habitat value would be
maintained on the approximately 320 acres. The Reduced Acreage Alternative would entail less
surface disturbance, less loss of foraging habitat, less potential impact to special-status species, and
less potential to interfere with the movement of wildlife, but the nature of the impacts would
remain the same as they are for the Project, and the same mitigation measures, BIO-1(a) through
BIO-1(f), BIO-3(a), and BIO-3(b), would be required to reduce potential impacts to biological
resources on the remainder of the Project site to a less than significant level.

e. Cultural Resources

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in 8 percent less surface
disturbance. The reduced disturbance area would result in similar but slightly reduced potential for
disturbance of previously unknown cultural resources, including archaeological resources and
human remains. However, the same mitigation measures, CR-1(a) and CR-1(b), would be required to
reduce potential impacts to cultural resources to a less than significant level.
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f. Energy

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in less surface disturbance,
but the same number of panels would be installed and construction and decommissioning activities
would require the same amount of fuel resources. The minimal amount of electricity required
during the Reduced Acreage Alternative construction would remain offset by the generation of
electricity from the Reduced Acreage Alternative panels. Overall, the impact conclusions would be
the same as those identified for the Project and the Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in
less than significant impacts to energy.

g. Geology and Soils

The Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in a reduction in the amount of construction
disturbance, as well as a reduction in the quantity of some construction materials, such as pounds of
gravel. As a result, there would be a reduction in the volume of soils that could become exposed to
erosion and a reduction in the potential to encounter previously unknown significant fossil
resources commensurate with the reduction in disturbance. Because the existing regulatory
requirements including the NPDES Construction General Permit and the California Building Code
with local amendments would still apply to this alternative and because Mitigation Measure GEO-2
would reduce this Alternative’s potential significant impact of liquefaction hazards, the Reduced
Acreage Alternative would result in similar impacts as the Project.

h. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would generate the same amount of
GHG emissions during construction and decommissioning because the same number of panels
would be installed. Similar to the Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would have less than
significant impacts in regard to generation of GHG emissions and conflicts with plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. In addition, the Reduced Acreage
Alternative would also generate the same amount of renewable electricity and create the same
amount of energy storage capacity as the Project.

i. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Reduced Acreage Alternative would consist of less construction disturbance, and a reduction in
the volume or quantity of some construction materials (e.g., pounds of gravel). As a result, there
would be a reduction in the amount of hazardous materials required for construction, operation,
and decommissioning, although the use of hazardous materials during the Project already is not
substantial. Implementation of the BMPs required by the NPDES Construction General Permit, as
well as implementation of a Project-specific HMBP as required by state laws and regulations and
local requirements, would similarly apply to this alternative and would similarly reduce impacts to
less than significant levels.

Like the proposed Project, construction activities could generate dust and expose sensitive
receptors to potential health hazards associated with the Coccidioides fungus (Valley Fever). Impacts
related to Valley Fever would be potentially significant but mitigable. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3(a) through 3(d) would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Like the proposed Project, construction activities have the potential to encounter asbestos-
containing materials, which could result in a significant hazard to the public or environment.
Impacts would be potentially significant but mitigable. Similar to the proposed Project,
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implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 would reduce potential impacts to less than
significant.

Similar to the proposed Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would not directly or indirectly
expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Overall, the potential impacts of the Reduced Acreage Alternative would be slightly reduced
compared to the Project, but with compliance with regulatory requirements and the mitigation
measures, the impacts would be less than significant.

j. Hydrology and Water Quality

Under the Reduced Acreage Alternative, there would be no changes to existing drainage patterns on
the 320-acre area, but the remainder of the Project site would be constructed similar to the
proposed Project. While the solar panels would be spaced more closely together, the Reduced
Acreage Alternative would result in the same amount of impervious surfaces. Due to the relatively
small amount of impervious surfaces under the Reduced Acreage Alternative, as compared to the
overall perviousness of the site; the existing flat terrain of the site; and the use of BMPs to maintain
the existing drainage patterns as much as possible, similar to the Project, the Reduced Acreage
Alternative would not substantially reduce groundwater infiltration rates associated with
precipitation and impacts would be less than significant. The potential to increase runoff or result in
flooding or increased erosion downstream would also be similar when compared to the proposed
Project, and result in a less-than-significant impact.

Like the proposed Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative could degrade water quality due to
increased erosion and sedimentation associated with temporary ground-disturbing activities.
Construction or operation of the Reduced Acreage Alternative could similarly result in accidental
releases of contaminants that could degrade water quality. However, compliance with existing
federal and local requirements discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, would
reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Like the proposed Project, this alternative would require water for dust suppression purposes
during construction, as well as water to wash the PV modules and support overall operations at the
site. While the quantities required would be somewhat less under the Reduced Acreage Alternative,
it is presumed that this alternative would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin, as described for the proposed Project. This impact would be
less than significant.

Like the proposed Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative has the potential to be inundated in a
100-year flood event, which could risk release of pollutants from the Solar Facility. Impacts would be
incrementally reduced compared to the proposed Project due to the 8 percent reduction in project
size; however, the impact would remain the same: less than significant with Mitigation Measure
HWQ-4.

k. Land Use and Planning

Under the Reduced Acreage Alternative, the Project size would be reduced by approximately 320
acres. This Alternative would not physically divide an established community and would not conflict
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with any applicable land use plan designed to mitigate environmental effects. Therefore, similar to
the proposed Project, this Alternative would have no impact with regard to Land Use and Planning.

.  Noise

Under the Reduced Acreage Alternative, the Project acreage would be reduced by approximately
320 acres. Compared to the Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in less surface
disturbance which would result in a similar but slight reduction in Project-related noise and
vibration. Like the proposed Project, construction and decommissioning of the Reduced Acreage
Alternative would involve the use of heavy equipment that would result in a temporary noise level
increase that could disturb nearby sensitive receptors. Similar to the proposed project, while
temporary construction noise may exceed the daytime Lcq limit of 50 dBA, based on the Fresno
County Exterior Noise Level Standard, the County of Fresno Noise Control Ordinance exempts
construction activity noise from standard exterior noise exposure limits. Therefore, like the
proposed Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would have less-than-significant operational
noise and vibration impacts.

m. Transportation

Under the Reduced Acreage Alternative, the overall Project size would decrease by approximately 8
percent, but the same number of panels would be installed. Due to the reduced size of this
alternative, VMT generated by its construction and decommissioning would be somewhat smaller
than VMT generated by the Project. Impacts associated with the Reduced Acreage Alternative
would be incrementally less than those associated with the Project. Therefore, like the proposed
Project, transportation impacts would be less than significant.

n. Utilities and Service Systems

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would result in less surface disturbance,
but the same number of solar panels . Similar to the Project, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would
have less than significant impacts in regards to wastewater treatment capacity, solid waste
infrastructure capacity, and conflicts with solid waste reduction statutes and regulations. The
Reduced Acreage Alternative would require similar water, wastewater, and stormwater facilities as
the Project and would therefore also result in similar but impacts related to the construction of
those facilities. The Reduced Acreage Alternative would require incrementally less water for
construction and decommissioning activities due to less surface disturbance, but a similar amount
for operations due to the same number of panels as the Project. Overall, the potential impacts of
the Reduced Acreage Alternative would remain the same: less than significant.

6.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative

As analyzed and documented above, and in Sections 4.1 through 4.15, neither the Project, nor the
Reduced Acreage Alternative, nor the No Project Alternative would cause a significant and
unavoidable impact to any environmental resource. All impacts of the Project and the Reduced
Acreage Alternative would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

The results of the comparative analysis of each of the resource areas analyzed above, and in
Sections 4.1 through 4.15, are set forth in Table 6-1, which compares the conclusions of the impact
analyses for the No Project Alternative and Reduced Acreage Alternative against the conclusions for
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the Project. The comparative analysis summarized in Table 6-1 shows that the No Project
Alternative would be environmentally superior to the Project in all impact areas except for GHG
Emissions, Land Use and Planning, and Energy. Under the Reduced Acreage Alternative all impact
resource areas would be similar but slightly reduced compared to the Project; this would not affect
significance determinations, which would remain the same as for the Project. For GHG emissions
and Energy, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would be comparable to the Project.

Table 6-1

Project Impact

Classification

Alternative 1:
No Project

Comparison of Impacts of Alternatives to Proposed Project

Alternative 2:
Reduced Acreage

Aesthetics

Agricultural Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Energy

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas

Emissions

Hazards and
Hazardous Materials

Hydrology and Water
Quality

Land Use and Planning

Less than Significant

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Less than Significant

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Less than Significant and
Beneficial

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

No Impact

Superior to the proposed
Project (reduced level of
impact)

Superior to the proposed
Project (reduced level of
impact)

Superior to the proposed
Project (reduced level of
impact)

Superior to the proposed
Project (reduced level of
impact)

Superior to the proposed
Project (reduced level of
impact)

Inferior to the proposed
Project (increased level of
impact)

Superior to the proposed
Project (reduced level of
impact)

Inferior to the proposed
Project (increased level of
impact)

Superior to the proposed
Project (reduced level of
impact)

Superior to the proposed
Project (reduced level of
impact)

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Similar level of impact to the
proposed Project

Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 7230



County of Fresno
Scarlet Solar Energy Project

Project Impact Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
Classification No Project Reduced Acreage
Noise Less than Significant Superior to the proposed Similar level of impact to the
Project (reduced level of proposed Project
impact)
Transportation Less than Significant Superior to the proposed Similar level of impact to the
Project (reduced level of proposed Project
impact)
Utilities and Service Less than Significant with  Superior to the proposed Similar level of impact to the
Systems Mitigation Incorporated Project (reduced level of proposed Project
impact)

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires an EIR to identify an environmentally superior
alternative. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR also
must identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) places emphasis on alternatives that “avoid or substantially lessen the
significant effects” of a project; distinctions between impacts that are less than significant or are
mitigated to less than significant are typically not considered when selecting an environmentally
superior alternative. However, no significant and unavoidable effects were identified for the Project.

The No Project Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative for CEQA
purposes because it would avoid all impacts of the Project and would not create any new significant
impacts of its own, even though it would have a less beneficial impact than that of the Project on
GHG emissions and energy. The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objectives of the
Project, including, but not limited to, the generation of renewable solar electricity from proven
technology and construction of a project that would assist the State in achieving RPS and SB 32 GHG
reduction goals.

Since the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR also must
identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. There are no
significant and unavoidable impacts that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level under the
Project or Reduced Acreage Alternative. The Reduced Acreage Alternative would incrementally
reduce impacts in most issue areas from the 320 fewer acres of disturbance, but the impact
conclusions would be the same as the Project.

The County has initially identified the Project as the environmentally superior alternative because
no alternative was identified that reduces any significant impacts and the Project by definition
meets the Project objectives. Nonetheless, County decision-makers may weigh the relative benefits
of the alternatives differently and with additional information received in or developed during the
project approval process reasonably could reach a different decision.
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